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job.’’ It is not something that anybody 
is looking forward to nor is it easy to 
do. I am not advocating that we simply 
have one multiple choice test fits all. 
It is a complicated process to evaluate. 
But some evaluation has to be done. 

It is not enough for those of us who 
advocate public schools to stand up and 
say, ‘‘Well, it’s too tough to evaluate. 
We can’t really tell you what schools 
are working and which ones are not.’’ 
We need to figure that out. 

We also need to give parents choice. 
Expanding charter schools in this 
country would give parents realistic 
public school choice. They could mold 
and shape their local community 
school and be invested in it. Those op-
tions would help improve public 
schools. But at the end of the day, we 
also need to fund schools. If we are 
going to tell teachers that we are going 
to hold them more accountable, we are 
going to have to pay them more. You 
will not attract people to the teaching 
profession if they know they are start-
ing out at $24,000 and topping out at 
$50,000 when they have other options. 

Another good idea, something that 
the gentleman from Florida (Mr. 
DAVIS) has worked on a lot, is the idea 
of alternative certification, the idea of 
taking people who have been working 
in the business world, have developed 
skills and giving them an alternative 
method to allow them to teach perhaps 
for a short period of time to help fill 
that quality issue. So we are going to 
have to increase quality through in-
creasing pay and increasing account-
ability if we are truly going to move 
forward in education. 

In this election year, I ask both par-
ties to step up to this problem. This 
should not be an issue where we try to 
advance an idea or a piece of legisla-
tion for the political purpose of mak-
ing the other party look like either, A, 
they do not support public schools or, 
B, they do not support accountability. 
We need people working together who 
both support public schools and sup-
port accountability and choice. I think 
that is the majority of this body, 
frankly. We just need to forge that coa-
lition and work on that so that we can 
move forward. 

Mr. Speaker, one final point. Local 
control is going to be a critical aspect 
of this. This cannot be solved from 
Washington, D.C. Local schools have to 
make the difference, and we have to 
empower them to make that difference. 
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TRIBUTE TO JUDGE JOSEPH 
CLEMENS HOWARD, SR. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
NEY). Under a previous order of the 
House, the gentleman from Maryland 
(Mr. CUMMINGS) is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
to note the passing from this life on 

September 16 of a great American. I 
rise to pay homage to a man of peace, 
United States District Judge Joseph 
Clemens Howard, Sr. 

Judge Howard served the cause of 
justice for many years, first on the Su-
preme Bench of Baltimore City, and 
later on the United States District 
Court for the District of Maryland. 

Some may think it unusual that I 
characterize this man who was such a 
fierce and tenacious fighter for justice 
as a man of peace. We must never for-
get, however, what Dr. Martin Luther 
King taught this Nation when he said, 
‘‘Peace is more than the absence of 
war. Peace is the presence of justice.’’ 

All too often in this life, we fail to 
recognize, Mr. Speaker, the greatness 
of the people around us. Judge Joseph 
Howard was a man, however, whose ele-
vated stature as a human being, whose 
intellectual capability and moral char-
acter, as well as physical presence, de-
manded recognition. 

As a consequence of that stature, Joe 
Howard was acknowledged in his own 
time as both a legal scholar and as a 
trailblazer for civil rights. 

President Jimmy Carter nominated 
Judge Howard to serve on the United 
States District Court for the District 
of Maryland in 1979. That action on the 
part of President Carter was an his-
toric event. 

In recognition of Joe Howard’s capa-
bilities and proven accomplishments as 
a member of the Maryland judiciary, 
both Maryland Senator Charles Ma-
thias and our Democratic Senator Paul 
SARBANES strongly supported Judge 
Howard’s nomination. The Senate gave 
its advice and consent, and on October 
25, 1979, Judge Joseph Howard was 
sworn in as the first African American 
to ever serve on Maryland’s United 
States District court. 

No one who loves justice has ever had 
cause to regret this historic event. 

I have been taught that a true leader 
stands up for what is right, whatever 
adversity that may bring, hanging on 
to his principles until the rest of the 
world catches up. This is how I will al-
ways remember Judge Joseph Howard. 

He cleared the path and set the 
standards of excellence and principle 
for all of us who followed him into the 
law. Those of us who were blessed to 
know Judge Howard understand that 
the principles he fought to advance are 
far from being secured. We will carry 
on in the certain knowledge that a man 
who loved humanity has chartered our 
course and won the opening argument. 

Judge Howard used to remind us that 
justice must always seek to improve 
the human condition. He quoted Elea-
nor Roosevelt’s words so often: 

Human rights must begin in small places 
close to home. They are the world of the in-
dividual person, where every man, woman 
and child seeks equal justice, equal oppor-
tunity and equal dignity without discrimina-
tion. Unless these rights have meaning 
there, they have little meaning anywhere. 

Judge Howard understood the funda-
mental truth in Eleanor Roosevelt’s 
words. That conviction was the source 
of his greatness. 

Judge Howard’s funeral last Friday 
was one of those brief moments when 
everyone, both black and white, be-
came one heart and one mind. Balti-
more came together last Friday to pay 
respect to the life of a man who taught 
us lasting lessons about the seeds of 
justice within the human spirit. 

‘‘There was a fury about Judge Jo-
seph Howard, a sense of justice that lay 
at the center of his soul,’’ recalled Dis-
trict Court Chief Judge J. Frederick 
Motz. ‘‘At the same time, he was a man 
of compassion to all, whatever their 
station in life.’’ 

Maryland’s Chief Judge, Robert Bell, 
concurred, observing, ‘‘Joe Howard was 
a man who built bridges so that those 
who followed could cross to oppor-
tunity on the other side.’’ 

What touched me most deeply, Mr. 
Speaker, though, was the honesty and 
the candor with which those of us who 
spoke addressed the struggles in Joe 
Howard’s life. We talked openly about 
how in 1968 as a young man and Assist-
ant State’s Attorney, Joe Howard had 
gone against the legal establishment of 
that time, challenging racial dispari-
ties in sentencing and pushing for a 
higher level of equity. 

We remembered how the system at-
tempted to punish Joe Howard’s pur-
suit of justice during his campaign for 
a seat on the Supreme Bench. In a free 
society, the seeds of justice can take 
hold and grow only in the shared soil of 
our respect for ourselves and each 
other as human beings. 

So, my colleagues and friends, I rise 
not to mourn the death of Joseph 
Clemens Howard, but to celebrate the 
life of a man who exemplified ‘‘equal 
justice under the law.’’ 

To the beloved ones in Judge How-
ard’s life, his wife, Gwendolyn Lynn 
Howard; his son, Joseph; his brother, 
Lawrence; and the entire Howard fam-
ily, we simply say thank you for shar-
ing with us the life of a great man. 
Judge Joseph Clemens Howard was be-
loved by all who loved justice, and he 
will be sorely missed. 
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INJURED COLD WAR VETERANS 
DESERVE ASSISTANCE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
during this unusual period of the day 
when we should be busy at work mov-
ing our appropriation bills on this floor 
in the full light of the public to talk 
and plead about an issue that should be 
resolved through the appropriations 
process and the defense authorization 
bill that is moving both through this 
body and the other body, and it con-
cerns Americans who worked, who 
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fought on behalf of this country’s Cold 
War efforts, working in the nuclear in-
dustry, the beryllium industry, the 
gaseous diffusion industry, and who are 
now dying or have died because of ill-
nesses contracted as a part of their 
working life. 

We have tried to bring that issue to 
bear in the current bills being worked 
on in the back rooms here somewhere. 
We have been told that those provi-
sions have now been dropped from the 
bill. 

I am here this afternoon to say, pay 
attention to what I am saying, because 
these Americans are veterans, just like 
those who fought on foreign soil or de-
fended us here at home. 

It is terrible to be a Member of Con-
gress and to have someone walk into 
your office on a breathing machine and 
say to you, ‘‘Congresswoman KAPTUR, I 
worked in the beryllium industry, and 
I am dying, and I cannot get work-
man’s compensation, I cannot get de-
cent health benefits for myself, and 
what is going to happen to my family 
after my life is over?’’ 

I stand here today in memory of 
Galen Lemke, just one of hundreds of 
people, patriotic Americans, who 
served, worked every day, and produced 
the weaponry that now has made 
America the premier military and eco-
nomic power on the Earth. I would 
plead with the Defense conferees to lis-
ten to them, to care for their lives and 
their families, and to do what is right, 
what is just. 

The Department of Energy, under the 
leadership of Secretary Bill Richard-
son, has produced a piece of legislation 
that covers most, but not all, of the 
workers who worked in the nuclear in-
dustry, the gaseous diffusion industry, 
and the beryllium industry. 

We have a bipartisan effort here in 
the House comprised of people like the 
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. STRICKLAND) 
of Ohio, the gentleman from Kentucky 
(Mr. WHITFIELD), the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. SMITH), the gentleman from 
Colorado (Mr. UDALL), myself, and, in 
the other body, several Members, in-
cluding two Senators from my home 
state of Ohio, who are very supportive 
of this legislation. 

There is absolutely no reason that 
this Congress cannot help these Ameri-
cans, who are truly deserving of our re-
spect, and, behind that respect, placing 
the kind of assistance they need in the 
most difficult moments of their lives. 

If the American people were sitting 
here, they would vote on this 100 per-
cent. They would not leave out one of 
those families. Yet we are poised to 
move bills through here which cast 
them aside. That is truly wrong, when 
we know it is a discrete number of 
workers, we know who they are, we 
know how they have suffered, and we 
have this time, this year, in the begin-
ning of the year 2000, to put the unfin-
ished business of the 20th century be-

hind us and to take care of these fami-
lies, as we properly should. 

So I would say to the defense con-
ferees, to the conferees on the appro-
priations bill, there is no better time 
than now. Do what is right, do what is 
in the interest of America, and treat 
these families like the true American 
patriots and veterans that they are. In-
clude these beryllium workers, gaseous 
diffusion workers and nuclear workers 
in a compensation bill that is no dif-
ferent than any other Federal com-
pensation program that exists. 

I would say to Secretary Richardson, 
thank you; and I would say to the Sec-
retary of Defense, where are you? 
Where are you lobbying on behalf of 
people who helped this country win the 
Cold War? 

Please conferees, do not do this to 
Americans who truly deserve the sup-
port of the American people. 
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‘‘THE REST OF THE STORY’’ ON 
THE BUDGET SURPLUS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 1999, the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. STENHOLM) is recognized for 60 
minutes as the designee of the minor-
ity leader. 

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Speaker, we 
will be taking this hour, I will be 
joined by many of my fellow Demo-
crats, Blue Dogs, and perhaps several 
others today, to talk about the budget, 
to talk about debt reduction, and, as 
Paul Harvey says quite often, to talk 
about ‘‘the rest of the story,’’ that 
which we are not hearing in much of 
the rhetoric that is going on today. 

The first point I want to make is that 
through August 31, 2000, there has been 
no surplus, other than trust fund sur-
pluses. You would not believe that with 
the carried-away rhetoric that all of us 
have been guilty of using of late. 

The $4.6 trillion projected surplus 
over the next 10 years, remember, that 
is projected. But, more important, re-
member that as of August 31 of this 
year, there still has been no surplus, 
other than trust funds, and, therefore, 
that is why many of us on this side of 
the aisle have been arguing that before 
we spend these projected surpluses, 
that we ought to fix Social Security 
and Medicare first, that we ought to be 
doing the Nation’s business today. In-
stead of adjourning at 3 o’clock in the 
afternoon, or completing business at 
2:15, we ought to be dealing in the re-
spective committees with how do we 
fix Medicare and the tremendous needs 
of rural health care. 

Why have we been on the floor for 
the last several weeks talking about 
tax cuts of $1.3 trillion, when you add 
them all up, again spending projected 
surpluses, before we fix Social Security 
and Medicare? Again, let us calm our-
selves and acknowledge the fact that as 
of August 31, there is no surplus, other 
than trust fund surpluses. 

That is why today the Blue Dog 
Democrats reiterated the plan that we 
were talking about at the beginning of 
this session of Congress, the same plan 
that we brought to the floor of the 
House that got, if memory serves me 
correct, 177 votes, 144 Democrats and I 
believe 37 Republicans joined with us. 
That would be 181. Not quite a major-
ity, but there was a significant bipar-
tisan group that recognized that you 
needed a plan if you were going to ac-
complish all of the rhetoric that both 
sides take part in from time to time. 

Today we come to the floor to discuss 
in quite some detail the plan that the 
Blue Dogs put forward months ago that 
we reiterate today. The Blue Dog out-
line demonstrates that it is still pos-
sible to reach an agreement on a fis-
cally responsible budget plan that pays 
off the debt, maintains fiscal discipline 
and provides substantial tax relief, in-
cluding estate tax relief and marriage 
penalty repeal. 

The Blue Dogs have been advocating 
debt reduction since surplus projec-
tions first materialized 2 years ago. 
The Republican leadership has adopted 
Blue Dog rhetoric in the last few days 
on debt reduction, but only for 1 year, 
and the question we ask today of the 
leadership of this House is why only 1 
year? If debt reduction is truly some-
thing that we all agree on in a bipar-
tisan way, why not do it over a 10-year 
period? 

The Blue Dogs believe that to be 
meaningful, a commitment to debt re-
duction must be long-term. That is 
why we are calling on the leadership of 
this House to extend the principles of 
their debt reduction lockbox for 10 
years. Under the Blue Dog framework, 
$3.65 trillion, 80 percent of the unified 
surplus, would be devoted to debt re-
duction over 10 years. This would put 
us on the path to eliminate the pub-
licly held debt by 2010. 

b 1500 
That is what we say we are for. 
Why do we not have policies on this 

floor that do that which we say? Why 
do we continue on having political ral-
lies talking about debt reduction when 
we really do not mean it except for 1 
year? That is a question we ask, and 
hopefully someone will come to the 
floor and answer that question. It 
would be nice to have some simple dis-
cussions of these points, instead of just 
one side talking to the other in the ab-
sence of the other. We will be here. 

By contrast, the debt reduction 
lockbox passed last week would only 
reserve 60 percent of the unified sur-
plus for debt reduction over the next 10 
years. Blue Dogs say 80, Republican 
leadership says 60, and still says we are 
doing a better job. We do not under-
stand that. 

The Blue Dog framework would re-
sult in the budget being balanced with-
out counting any trust funds beginning 
in 2001. 
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